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. racial integration (Greeley and Sheatsley, 1971; Hermalin and Farley, 1973).

Introduction

One of the most persistent cleavages in the social fabric of U.S.
society is associated with the racial characteristics of persons, groups,
and neighborhoods. Recent studieg of school and residential segregation
in major cities find little amelioration since the 'mid-'50s (?arley and

Taeuber, 1974), despite the enactment of civil rights legislation in the

; \ -
'60s, the general rise in the sbcideconomic circumstances of blacks in the
(% B . [

last twenty years (Farley and Hermalin, 1972), and the substantial ;&tential .

for residential integration which follows from these economic trends

(Hermalin and Farley, 1973). These concrete realitiés take on greater

S e e —_— USRI - e bt e i St 0.0 Bt N e Mttt 5 <. e s sttt oA i)

~

significance when seen against apparent shifts in white attitudes toward

Sucﬁ‘diéjunctions'between public opinion and behavior are, of course, not
new, but they undefscore the concern éxpressed recently by sociai commen-
tators (U.S. National Advisory Commission on Civil Disorders, 1968)
and social scientists alike about the potential volatili;y of racial re-
lations in khis country and of the apparent tendency for the races to be S
moving apart--re;identialfy (Hermalin and Farley, 1973) if not also in
terms of éublic attitudes and sentiments.
Whether we speak of the quality of housing, of employment status,
of educational attainment, of occupational level, or of earnings, the

importance of socioeconomic information for the assessment of the tone of -

»

racial relations cannot.be minimized. Significant portions of life style
and public attitudes tend to reflect these socioeconomic circumstances,

and civil disorder (at least its severity) seems to covary with racial

inequalities in strategic socioeconomic conditions (Morgan and Clark, 1973).

3 AN




. the salient axes of sacial differentiation (e.g., age, sex, class),

2

- -

. 4 < : :
More generally, the racial (ethnic) dimension is fundamentdl to social

- -

structure, as well as to the political climate of the society. of all
. .o Lo~

ethnicity (andf%e;tage race as an’ instarice of ethnicity) is unique in its
$i 0

potential for political mobilization, with movements to create and maintain

separate nation-states‘segving as clear illustrat »n (Lieberson, 1970).

In addition, ethnic inequality and stratification affect other glements of

social structure. They can alter relations among economic classes (Barth,

- . ’

1969; Hechter, 1971, 1974); they can provide for diffefential patterns

<

and rates of industrial-occupational growth (Hodge and Hodgé, 1965). 1In
short, consideration of the racial dimension in studies of ;;Eqﬁality and © 7

stratifiéation in the U.S. is essential, particularly for understanding

- and interpréting changes in allocative (distributive) processes.

~

In this paper, we focus on changes in the occupational levels of

black and white men in the last decade, hamely, between 1962 and 1973.

.

For ea;h race taken separately, and then for both in comparison, we
describe shifts in the mean levels and dispersion of occupatibnal socio-
economic status of men in the experiended civilian labor force. We até;mpt
to account for these %plercbiort and racial shifts in terms of commensurate
compositional changes in faétors of family background and regular schooling.\
Lastf’and perhaps most importéntly, wé inguire into the allocative pro-
cesses which distribute men into their current occupational statuses from
their family backgrounds and in terms of their schooling. We understand

those allocative processes as the basis of social differentiation and

inequality, and we call them processes of sociueconomic stratification

’

.4




bjthe racial gap in status has narrowed over the decade, for each datum
. i )

»

- ¢3 5
-

(Duncan, 1968¢). In the decaée of the '60s, p;pcesées of stratification

-
- B ~

were different for the two major races of U.S. men, defining a situation

of inequality of opportunify for socioeconomic achievement for blacks and

*

whiteg (Duncan, 1967; 1968a). Whethgr these diﬁigreni allocative processes

14
» H . . .
- -

. - I P
.have changed toward a more universal pattern is as important as whether

B

refers to a different feature of status inequal;ti in U.S. society; cﬁ;nge
E .. t
in level need not necessarily imply change’'in process, and vice versa.
' “ ” .
Recent assessments of socioeconomic trends for the races have noted

Ed
.

selective improvements for blacks, both in absolute and relativé terms , L

-

(U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1975; Farley and Hermalin,*1972). A few

. e« -

studies have analyzed change in terms of '‘compositional shifts in both

‘ a -
socioeconomic background and schooling and as a function of changing rates

of return to family and_school chara;te;isticg of 'individuals (e.g. Hauser

PR
4 ’ c e v

and Featherman, 1974a; 1974b). These studies indicate that in the last

(- ES

decade blacks have gained grouﬁd on whites in schooling, occupational status,

and income, although the improvements were relatively greater for the young
and in some instances among women only.. With respect to occupation dis-,
<ributiens, both,black and white‘men experienced a net upward status shift

in both the manual and nonmanual categories ,of the experienced c¢ivilian

labor force, a decline in farming and self-employment, and a rise in salaried

’

professions and managerial roles. Relative to whites, black men experienced

intercohort gains in those occupational categories which were stable or
declining in size between the early '60s and early '70s. These shifts were

£
less responsive to thé increased favorableness of the socioeconomic

S




o y Q - . .
backgrounds of recent cohorts of black men (and while men) than to what
appear as éﬁanges in the patterns of‘career mobility in thenlast decade.’
For both races, the process of stratification--the mechanisms of allocating
men to their current occupational statuseés ih tér;s of their ;chooling and
socioeconomic originsf-ape;rs to be changing. For eggmple, Qh;te men seem
to require more formal education to hold the same jogé that same-aged

cohorts held a decade ago. For blacks, however, change in the conversion

of family resources and schooling into occupational status has not eliminated
¢ 1y

discrimination, which constrains black men to lower positions than their

> N N

3 "é
stocks of human capital .equip them to holds~

Generalizations about the sources of changing socioeconomic distribu-

tions for the races such as the foregoing are speculative insofar as they

\

havg}rested upon “inferences or projections from baseline studies. Hauser

and Featherman (1974a), for example, used the 1962 Occupational Changes in

S

a Generation (OCG) survey (Blau and Duncan, 1967) to estimate the occupatipnal

-
-~ ~ &

des;;nations of black and white cohorts in 1972 had théy experisnced the

-

-re

same allocative processes as operated fo¥r men in 1962. Comparing the pro-

jected deatinations with aftual distributions reported in the March 1972
Current Population Survey (CPS) and finding discrepancies, Hau;er and
Featherﬁén in}erred that shange in racial stratification had occurred.

Such indirect techniques of establishing change and of attempting to account
fér it are obviated by the availability of new data ésout the socioeconomic
origins and destindtions of black and white men based on a 1973 replicate

of the 1962 bCG survey. These data pro?ide clearer in;ights about the

sources of socioeconomic change for both races. They also permit some

intriguing speculations about the course of racial inequality and about
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-

the evolving roles of families and schools in a maturing,
. L

post-industrial

\
-

economy.
%

- N N

Data °

A

Both the 1962 0OCG survey and its 1973 replicate were carried out in

@ v

»

conjunction with the March demographic supﬁiehéht to the Current Population

. >

Survey in those two years (Blau and Duncan, 1967; Featherman and Hauser,

1975a). The 1962 survey hag a response rate of 83% to a four-page

1

questionnairefwhich was left behind by the CPS interviewer. "Mote than

20,000 men in the ci?iiian noninstitutional population iésébﬁaed.’ In

1973, the eight-page OCG questionnaire was mailed out six months after

the March CPS and was followed by mail, telephone and personal cali-backsa
~\ . PN z‘ * .

The respondents, comprising 88% of the target sample, included more than

33,500 men aged 20 to 65 in the civilian noninstitutional population.  Also,
.7 b
in the 1973 sample, blacks and persons of Spanish origin were sampled at

-9

about twicé the rate of whites, and almost half the black men were inter-

viewed personally. In this paper we shall effect age-constant intercohort
4

comparisons among men in the post-schooling, economically active years;

therefore, we limit our analysis to men aged 25-64 in the experienced »

civilian labor forces of March 1962 and March 1973.
Unfﬁrtunatelff in both 0CG sﬁmples, women are rxepresented only through

their husbands. That is, socioeconomic background characteristics of women

were elicited oﬂly if they were married and living with their husbands.

While we have examined cbmparable tabulations of the educational, occupa-

-

4
tional, and earnings attainments for the male and female married, spouse-
N -
S, - ] . .
present popilations (Featherman and Hauser, 13975b)}, we shall no% present

-

them here.

04
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B - ° 7 (caveat. Despite our considerable efforts te’insure replicability
. ’ ] .
in the 1973 survey, we have concerns that methods or survey effects may
o . . R

confoundfour assessment, of real change. In particular, we are evaluating
d intracohort evidence which indicates apparent instrument differences in

2
<

occupation responses. Without attempting to detail the possible sources
of these artifacts, suffice «it to say that procedural chdngeks within the .

- . )

. structure of occupation, industry,-and class of worker duestions on the

N '

. CPS questionnaire between March 1962 and March 1973 now seem to frustrate
. . - . ‘ . \
exact replication. This occurs inspite of our effort to recover com- w

‘ N w

’

.t parab}lity thfbugh the coding of these materials ipto a common classifica-
LY 4 - - N

' v

‘tion system--as giben in the 1960 Index of Occupations and Industries--

. - »
y

and a common metric of socigeconomic status. Ip view of our lingering

i

uncertainty about the basis of these apparent failures to replicate, we \‘
concentrate our analysis on racial differentials within both surveys and

on.changes in these differentials.) ,
* ¥ « ) .
Intercohort Shifts in Occupational Socioeconomic Status . t
t 4 R
' ' FOllOWlng a pattern established in at least the last twenty years,

the net intercohort shifts in current occupational soeioeconomic status

[in units of. Duncan's (1961) socioeconomic index for detailed occupation

-

. P
titles] has been upward for both whites (Table 1) and blacks {Table 2) at ~

-

all aoeé’ For whites aged 25-64 in the experienced civilian labor force
~
+  (ECLF), the rise of 3.33 pOints on the Duncan scale between 1962 and 1973
) 3
. @ represente& a shift of about 14% of the 1962 standard deviation. Larger
’ k3

»

. . : M '
than average intercohort improvements in current status were experienced.

N -

by white men in the middle years--~ages 35-54,)while the youngest and oldest *

<

: | | 8




'in Table.l. - . .

Y

. -V » -l A . Y 3 . » .
white men, with such improvements in the family of.origin's socioeconomic
el * 9 Y ~

s 0 ’

age groups had smaller gains; especiaily‘when expressed in

'S LY

¢ )
units of their

RS

1962 standard deyiat;ons (9% and 7%, reséestively). ~Small upward changes
. & L : - ' .
in average status stemming from paternal (family head's) occupation typified _

- b

- 4 . s
[ , Yo .
status being confined to the men ﬁﬁed 25-34 in both surveys. Over the

[

decade, inequality among whites arising from occupational socioeconomic

status reyained virtually constan%, as seen in the coefficients of yariétion
, . .

3

At<every6ageL black men (Table 2) enjoyed larger absolute and relative
upward shifts in current occupatianal status tHan did whites. ‘For example,

_ , ¥ o o
the roughly 8 point rise in average status for the black aged 25-64 was

almost two and one-half times the gajn for whites, and it rzzrésented an .

v &, . -

o LY [y

improvement equal to 53% of the black standard deviation in 19623 Absolute

r

and’ relative gains fluctuate regularly‘%ith age among blacks, with larger

improvements vested in young experienced workers.l These changes could ..

Py ~

hardly lave followed from alterations in the socioeconomic circu@sténces of

k3 -

the families in which these blacks were reafeé, as net shifts _in paternal
o o .

-

.

. ‘ 2
Thead's) status were not salutary, especially at the two oldest ages.
- u . 3

Absolute ‘variation (standard deviation) in status derived from the family

of orientation and from current occupation increased for blacks at every
. » N r

R3

agg over the deqade;‘%nequality measured relative to mean current status

1 -

(coefficient Qf variatioh) declined, howevet, especially at ages 25-34.

-Relative variance in parehtal status increased for the middle ages' 35-54.

Of course, gains for blacks must be viewed in the context of their
historically subordinate status position relative-to whites. At every age
N Qo

and, for both paternal, and current'occupational statuses, blacks in 1973

occupidﬁ a lower socioeconomic level than did whites of comparable ages

- ~
5 & -
~ v
N
. *




eleven years earlleﬂ

)

R

A

~

Stlll,_raoaal gaps in current soc1oeconom1c status

- B
T !

arlsing from jObS have shrunk (Table 3, column of changlng mean raclal

4 N ~

differences)-—nearly elght and one-half pointsgon’ the Duncan scale at

'--’ in 1962.

-

ages 25-3% and fodé,and one-half goiq;s for‘total men aged.25-64.

“ * 4

.

&

Puts
4

o "%,
N .
. 2 ,

into perspective, these declines are 38% .and 22% of their respectivé mean

racial gaps in l 62.

AN

Je™

~

v : E T

?

in socioeconomic background, as all but the group aged 35 44 dn 1973 were

A

LN

At the same time, ho&%ver, blacks lost ground to whites

.

~,reared in relatlvely less benegic1al socioeconomic arrangements than blacks

\

’
li\ ') .

.

.been greater for whites, than blacks, reflectlng greater dlfferentlatlon in

..

‘e

for blacks.

-~

?

.

4

Shifts in diﬁferential status inequality have occurred ‘since -

y

\

.

"+~ the whlte occupation drstrlbutlon.

-

[

.

»

Lo IV 4

» ¥

oy _vylr R . ’

’ LA 3
% ‘ -
> e
.

y
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Relétlve to the respectlve “racial

LY

" v
Hlstorlcally, absolute var1at10n in current socloeconomlc status has

. i, - 1]
means, however,’inequality "of occupational status has been and is greater

c ¢
1962, as. the ratio of the black to white standard deviatigns has risen'from

- .
.

.

'~ y . . I | :
" .62 to .81 for men aged 25-64 in the ECLF. That differentiation and-status

- . : N

-

inequality in the two racial occupation distributions have drawn somewhat
ya , - T
- A . - - ‘ LN
closer is also apparent in the smalle{\dr;ferences in their coefficients of ] ,

-

variation (Table 3); ) .

. « . Even as blacks have become less equal to whites 'in terms of their .

black*men in the ECLF of 1973 are more likely

~ . ' ,
< - to have experienced, intergenération status mobility like that which char-
N . ) m

sociqeconomic backgrounds,
< ’ -

., H
acterizes whites., Table 4 reorganizes Tables 1 and 2 by comparing the
8 - . . ‘

) .
stasyé‘of a man's current occupation with that of his father's as,an‘index ,

.
-

of status mobility in the life cycle (i.e., between ‘age ‘sixteen and age

4

at the survey date).3 In 1962, black men of. all ages, except those aged

; 10
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35-44, were ﬁot able to advance in the status hierarchy’mucﬁ h&yond the"
J" - ‘
posltrpns of theilr famlly heads. (Thls is not to say that black men teénded

“b

to "lnherlt" the occupatlons--to 90 d into the same general llne of work--

as their fathers; if anything, the fdcts are to the contrary. See Duncan,
» . - * .‘\-

. - -

to be upwardly mohﬁle oyer thelr L;fe cycles as they left the famlly of

- \<

,,in rou§hly the same ambnnts, but black men.were far more llkely to be up-

wardly mobile than their .counterparts a decade earlier. In fact, at ages
. ') .
35n44 the absolutq amount of 1ntergcneratlon moblllty in the black popula-

e -
‘a -~
_ tion-.is sllghtly greater than jn ghe white (14 46 vs. I1. 34,poxnts on the

+
- - ,_v

Duncan SEI). ThhsJ‘black men reCently have begun to éxperaehce status ~
. .

~

mobility, in their llfe cycles which more closely duplicates the’ c1rcum-ﬂ

" > - . ’ x .
stapces of whites. However, cohorts of blacks in 1973 began their life
- " - . R
< = X g 4
cycles in families which‘were competitively-less bencficial (vis-a-vis
: 7a A, Q

whités) than did cohorts' in 1962. Therefore, the racial change over the,
A .
* . * > «
decade .in intergeneration mobility seems to reflect the larger interxcohort
. v - N - »

5 -. h . . : > -
fﬁt;rcohort Changes in Socioeconomic Background and Education
*‘; . N » . 3 . ) .

L . . Lo ) .
* If there have been racial differentials in intefrohort changes in~
paternal occupational status,, there were greater simildrities in shifts

PO »

; ’ . . \
among other family factors and education for the two races between-1962

) -
» , »

¥ * v
PN *

to be employed in nonfarm jobs‘than,were same-aged men in th? ECLF of 1962.

LT e

and 1973. (See Table 5.)4 Bldcks and whites in “the ECLF of 1973 were reare

in smaller families in which the heads were better educated and mote likely

v\

~ ~ ! '
l968c; Hauser, Featherman and Hogan, forthcomlng ) Whités however, tended

-~

orlentatlon In 1973, the ypward lntergenetatlon~mob111ty of whites cont;nued'

hd »

T

w7

~

-

. shifts in currert job statuses which have typified blacks. , o)
) i . : . ~ ' t‘;;/:/,—--

d

-
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—_— Cd . _
¢ - . e sl sy -
: o .\ ‘Only with respect to reaxing .n intact vs. brokerr families were-.cohorts
- . - - a
. o of/betn'races ndét exposed to family conditions more conducive to higher
v . b . ‘ “" . . N i s ® .
. A occunational attainhent than were men a decadé earlier. 'In addition, i
‘ ) l "
. - -y \ N .
_— rising méan education was experienced at all ages in both races. The v .
T ) £ - i L ' ‘ V
y ' * .2 average inerease for men aged 25-64 was 1.05 years among whites and 2.08, ;
' =y v - .
' years among blacks. (See Hauser and Featherman, 1975, for a detailed
- . ] -
. . , o - . .
-, ,analysis jof tpends in schooling.) . . . . .
. . . N
.. B = s Y
LT P " To put.these shifts Tnto,relative perspective, we note ‘that the famit//// :

F .

-

,c-

[ 4

Circumstances in which black cohorts in the 1973 study were reared were

v

v less salutary Qpah those for white men in the 1962 study (compare means in
PN N . 3 . 12

-

Y1973 cg;umn for black's with means,inﬂ1962 column for whites in ‘Table 5).

i

Blacks still suffer a relative handicap td socioeconomic achievemént

' .
“ . .

. ‘ stemming from their family badkgrodnds,.despite the fact tpat recent T

P. . ’ - " ‘e .\' N .0 LI R ‘ . -
cohorts of blacks have "grown up in improved socioeconomic .conditions .
: . 4 : ‘ T o

(especrally with respect tozphe proportion with nonfarm Qrigins and non-

ro. * . e N . 4 . . s
,,aSouth region of birth; for the latter statistic, see Hauser and Featherman,

“~ 0 1975). | . ; R : e
o, P i . o, * ' .

. At the same time raéiél differentials in‘échgoling'seem to be

-

-
.-

* » . O
Whereas the d;fference en mean education was 3.02 years in’

.-

disappearing.-

1962 For. men -aged 25~ 64 in the ECLF, \hé‘gap was 1. 99
; N -
ovef, among(nen aged 25- 34 in 1973 the raCial gap is

years in 1973. More- L.

the narrowest at 1.15
e ! ’ . b
years, ané the black mean is 91% of the white average (as compared to 81% -

»
v <t

" Phus declining differentials “in schooling espeCially at the
L]

Y

in 1962)

youngest ages in Table 5 paxallel declines in occubational socioecononmic

——

\

-~

status discussed in Table 3, We shall defer a discussion of the contributions

. L

N

: Ti . cq % >, ‘ . .
of intercohort shifts inm, family s@cioeconomic factors and edgcation to
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- R — .

racial differentials in occupational status until we have examined re-
. gression estimates of our basic model of the process of occupational strat-

ification for change over the decade.
< N

Processes of Socioeconomic Allocation in 1962 and 1973

In Tables 6 and 7 we have elaborated the "basic" model of Blau and

Duncan (1967: Chapter 5) for the process of occupational stratification to

include a, somewhat broader array of family background factors. Table 6

gives es.imates of the reduced-form equation\xglating five exogenous, pre-

“

' %
determined family factors to occupational sociotconomic status. Table 7

reports estimates of our full model, with edgcatiéh included as an endogenous

regressor. (We do not inclu?e first job in our full model, as this item

is not a }epLicate of the 1962 instrument; seexFeétherman and Hauser, 1975a.

Analysis of thg_education‘equation appears, in Hauser and Featherﬁhn, 1975.)
fn the reduced-form equation for current occupatibnal status (Table 6)

wé f£ind the now rather familiar pattern of relationships between family
. [N

background and occupation among white men in the 1962 ECLF.* Both father's

<

\- v 7 rd
occupation and education made pefitiye contributions to occupationa} achieve-
o
. . /
ment, even if these were small in metric terms. Size of sibship, farm
. » - -
, ..

origin§ and rearing in a broken family all had depressing effects. About

21% of the variance in occupational achievement was expléined by these
v

- five family factors. Among blacks in 1962, oﬁly farm origins and paternal

A}

education had statisticaliy significant effects on occupational status;

2
- -~

the five family factors accounted for a mere 8% of the variance, except

¥
s

‘for blacks aged 25-44 for whom the larger handicap of farm origins leads

to a higher R® (11-12%).

‘13
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£
By 1973, the articulation of family background and occupational status

decreased slightly at all ages among whites, while it increased for blacks

. 2 .
{compare R2 values by age within race in the year panels of Table 6).

Inequality of occupational sogioeconomic status conditional upon family
origins (as diven in the errors of estimate) increased more for blacks

»

than whites, although in an absolute sense the differentiated status

opportunities reflected in greater variance were still more characteristic .

of whites than blacks in i§;3? In 1962, the source of about 79% of the
variance in occupational status lay odtside ;he family; for blacks the
figure was 92%. In 1973, the non-family based variance increased for
:whites to 82%, but it decreased for blacks to 86%.

A convergence Bf the racial patterns of occupational stratification
is most apparent among men agedl25-34 in 1973, even as distiﬂctive racial
differences in family effects persigted into thé;%70s. (If convergence
of purely family-based allocative Processes is underway, at least for voung
blacks and whites in their early careers, their actual attainments show
less similarity; the ratio of black-to-white mean SEI for current occu-
pation was 0.45 in 1962 and O.Qé in 1973, for men aged 25-34.) \At each
age, even outside the group aged 25-34, the black coefficients are more
comparable to the white values than in 1962. With the exception of the
depressing effect of farm origin, the bearing of each family factor on
black achievements has increased over tée decade. For whites, increasing
negative effects of sibship size, farﬁ origins and brokén\family were
offset by dec;eases in the positive effects4ot paternal occupation and

education. A noteworthy intercohort change is the declining importance

]

prs

of farm origins for both whites and blacks in’ the two youngest conorts.
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A fuller model for the‘occupational stratification of thé races is
given in Table 7. Persons familiar with the 1962 0CG findings remember
that education was a major factor in the hypothetical causal structure of
socioeconomic achievement for blacks and whitgs. For virtualli all cohorts
in both races, the addition of education to the set of family background
regressors nearly doubled Rz, with about 39% of the variance in the occu-
patioqél statuses of whites and 16% of blacks' statuses being, explained
by these factors. The contribution of education to variance in occupation,
net of family factors, was 48% of total explained variance for both races

s

in 1962.

Of course, the introduction of education into the model of stratifi-

cation altered the reduced-form coefficients for family effects on achieve-

ment in 1962. In b;ief, the total effects of each fa@ily factor were
reducéd, signalling EPe importance of school;ng’as an intervening m;chanisl
(as well as a direct causal agent) of social transmission whereby the
effects of family socioeconomic resources ang related factors were con-
verted into socioeconomic stétuses of the offspringl An illustration of
this role of education is the reduction by about 56%'of the handicap qf
farm origiﬂs for whites when education is controlled statisticall§ (compare
1962 panels in Tables 6 and'7). Larger reductions occurred for older white
men. Practically all (70%) of the negative effect of black farm origins
was associated with the lower educational attainments of biqck farm boys

in 1962; the positive statistical effect of paternal education Yas also

"explained" by the relationship between this family factor and schooling

differentials among black men.

«

These same (hypothetical) causal relationships reappear in the 1973
g
data, althoug@fthe impact of schooling on the occupational @chievements,

15 .




of both races has increased over the decade (compare year panels in Table 7).
Perhaps the most important intercohort change in Table 7 is the inciease
in the total effect of education. For white men aged 25-64 in the 1962
ECLF, each additional year of schooling wds worth 3.6 points on the Duncan
éEI scale; the black coefficient, about one-third the size of the white value,
coverted to 1.3 SEI points per each increment of schooling, among blaEk
- ’ men of equivalent family backgrounés. Laréer differentials in occuvpational
"returns" to schooling were found among the yournger men: By:1973, the
¥ absolute effect of schooling on the occupational statuses of whites aged
25-64 ;6 the ECLF increased 17% (coeffic;eﬁt of 4.3) and“the increase for
blacks was 55% (coefficient of 2.6); the rela;ive size of the black "return"

. to schooling increased to 63% of the white value. Younger blacks and whites

were more likely to experience similar occupational returns to_each year_

of sghooling; this marks‘a,reversal~of the 1962 age pattern.
In fact, young workers, especially those aged 25-34, are far less

differentiated by race than a decade earlier, as we examine the model of
stratification proposed by Table 7 for 1973. Apart from the remaining

-

differences in the education coefficients (about 1 point on the SEI per

each increment in schooling), the effects of net family factors are rather

’

similar, if not in absolute size, than in the fact that they are not
significant statistically (although some of the racial differences amdng

these virtually zero coefficiehts are different statistically). At least

at these younger ages, evidence forbgonvergence of the allocative mechanisms,

- if not for complete equality of“@ccupaEicnal opporfunity, does appear. “
As intercohort change has brought greater "returns" to schooling, so

too has it enlarged the proportion of explained variancc in occupational ' |

‘ ’ . 16
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status attributable, to education net of family ﬁackground. About 38% of

variance in white achievement and 30% of variance in black attainment is 2

explained in 1973. Note that R? decreased trivially for whites jRZ =

.387 vs. .377) and increased substanti;lly glacks (R2 = :160 vs. .2972‘

in the ECLF over the decade. Of these variances, some 52% and 54% is

gééignable to thé unique effect of schooling for whites and blacks,.

respectively. {[The figure for both races in 1962 was §8%.] Larger effects

for education appear for the two youngest ages of bﬁtﬁ.races. | -
Intercohort changes in socioeconomic stratification have increased

occupational inequality (conditional on background and schéoling) at all

ages for both races (compare errors of estimate in year panels of Table 7).

s

At the same time, the proportion of variance explained by both faﬁily

background and education has increased for blacks but decreased for whites.

Finally, the effects of schooling apart from family factors are greater

for both races. Thus, the possi£le, moderate convergence of blacks and whits
with fespect to their érocesses of stratification appears to reveal two ‘
opposite trends. F%rst, among whites, a siight attenuation of the social
mechanisms which heretofore have permittéa families to provide schooling
more oOr iess‘commensurate with their economic, cultural, and social resources
and whﬁch ha&e lirked level of completed schooling to oqcupational socio-
economic ;tatuses for the offsgring. In short, for whites ‘there has béén‘d .
modest weakening of stratification--the linking of one generatien to the
next. This has occurred without reducing occupati;nél ineéuality and in

conjunctzon with a greater role of education (relative to family background)

£
in teh generation of socioeconomic differences among whites. In effect,

mechanisws which allocate whites to their occupational status are more

17

Y T



¢

-

egglitarian, meritocratic and i;gs determinislic (by factors in our models)
in the mid-'70s than in the '60s. a

For blacks, intercohort change has produéed a second, more noticeable,
and perhaps more socially significant‘shift. The capacity of families and
schools to provide resources which black men can convert ihto occupational
achievements has enlarged. This tighter‘articulationxyetween family back-
ground and achievemént’begins to fashion a pattern of intergene;éﬁiqnql___ﬁ*_
stratification for blacks which obtained a decade ago for whites. At the
same time, the relative role of education vis-a-vis the family also has
increased since 1962, this in the context of greater inequality in the ’
statuses‘of blacks of similar social origins and schooling.e5 So, as inter-
generational stratification for blacks has increased, the process has also

become more meritocratic, as educational credentials begin to mean more for

a black in 1973 than in 1962. - ' ) ..

¢ .

Sources of Change in Socioeconomic Differentials

For both blacks and whites, mean socioeconomic statuses of the occupa-

tions of men in the ECLF have risen between 1962 and 1973. To what can we

attribute these changes? 1In particular, can intercohort imprQvements in
’ -
status be explaihed by changes in mean levels of family factors and

education? In seeking answers to these questions we have standardized our

\

data on the 1973 regression equations for each race taken separately. For

¢

example, among blacks aged 25-34, the intercohort shift in“mean socio-
economic status was 10.80 SEI points. To decompose this difference, we

insert the 1962 means on the black family factors into the reduced-form

1973 regression for blacks aged 25-34 as found in Table 6. The estimated

’

18
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socioeconomic score is 0.78 points lower than the 1973 observed ‘mean,

indicating that about 7% of the intercohort change is associated with shifts

2

in family factors for this age between 1962 and 1973.  (See Table 8.)

We then insert the relevant means into the full 1973 regression modelgin
Table 7 for this group of blacks. The estimated socioeconomic score is

.

an additional 7.12 points below the 1973 observed ﬁean; Ehus, shifts in

eduga;}@ﬁgi attainments over the decade account for some 66% of the total
2L E r A

.

. intexgohér?’change in occupational achievement. The femaining 27%, or

2.90 points on the Duncan ::ale, represents true change in the process of

stratification, or in the variablé-specific regression estimates between 3
1962 and 1973, subject to the possigility of change being vested in variables
deleted from our prediction equations and/or of interactions among the
variables. We repeat this procedure‘of indirect standaréization for each

age group in the black sub-sample; then, in the white groups, using the
. R

' , M

white means-and regressions.

" From Table 8 which condtains the results of this standardization, we

- ~

note that shifts. in family socioecono&ic and other statuses account for
“6£iy“§”s££1i"§52£165"of total intercohort changes in attainment for blacks--
about 13% for men in the ages 25-64. A larger percentage of change comes
from rising*levels of schooling-~between 66 and 75 percent--and there is
less age variation in this percentage than for ‘the family background com-
ponents taken as a block. 1In effeét, nearlydthree-quartggs of the upward
shift in océupational status for blacks results from increaséd levels

of schooling and smali net improvements in famjly background circumstances.
The remaining quarter represents change in the allocative processes which

distribute black men from their origins and échooling te hierarchical

statuses, in, the occupational structure. Compositional shifts in family

19 -
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P -
factors and education are most able to explain intercohort change at ages

3 . -

¢, . .
process of stratification

¥
v

35-44 and 55-64. Convérsely, true change in khe
itself ﬁs most appafént ih th® youngest group, 25-34, and at ages 45-54.

For whites, the“compésitional chanées in family factors and education
are morefthan enough to account for the small intercohort rises in average
s;cioeeonomic status. This fact is appargnt érom the negative sign on
the "residual"wcomponents in Table 8. For exampie, among men in the aées

)

25-64, intercohort ‘increases in mean schooling account for nearly all (92%)

of th@ total intercohort gain in occupatiodal status. Coupled with rising

socioeconomip levels of parental statuses; these changes explain 148%

of the intercohort shifts. Thus, whiteé too have experienced inter-decade

22 .

modifications in the process of stratification which reflect more than
compositional changes in background and education., These modifications
are about 25 to 30 percent of total intercohort (absolute) cﬁange, or

about the same percentage as for blacks. However, change for whites is
¢
associated with decreases in education-specific, méan occupational socio-

o
3 &

economic status. That is, white men of all ages in 1973 can'expect to hold
lower average socioeconomic statuses at each level of schooling than their
counterparts in 1962. (Compare Hauser and Featherman, i974é.) Unlike

whites, blacks, in 1973 do not have to acquire more education just to stay

Y 0

at the same occupational levels as were same-éged men in 1962. We shall
< - »

-

comment later on the significance of these differentials, especially since ~

these shifts in education~-specific occupational achievements are coupled
8

with intercohort increases in the occupational "returns" to each year of

-3

-~

additional schooling for Reth whites and blacks. ' ' 2

<0 :
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= . .
As for intexcohart changes within each race, compositional shifts in

o ™

family statuses and schooling account for most of the racial differentials

-
N =

in mean occupational status in ooth 1962 and 1973, as indicated in Table 9.
Here, we‘standardize on the age-specific white regression equations from «
Tables 6 and 7 for the two years, inserting the black age-specific meahs
into the white equations. The logic of this inter-racial procedure,is the

. . .
same as for the decomposition of the intercohort changes we have just

“

-~

discussed. Following previous usages af this technique of indirect standard-
ization (Duncan, 1968c, a; Hauser and Featherman, 1974a), we interpret the
residual difference as a conservative estimate of racial discrimination,

or, of inequality of opportunity based on non-familial and non-educational

racial factors. -
- At each age, the racial gap in'socioeconomic status as of 1973 re-

flected famlly socioeconomic dltferentlals somewhat more clearly than in.
« %

1962, particolarly for the youngest men. In part, this change from 37% to

N [
50% of the racial difference ln occupational status reveals the relative
advantages white fathers have afforded their'sons in the recent period by

virtue of higher mean paternal socioeconomic status. (Recall :the discussion

of Table 3.) Concurrently, the percentage of the racial gap which reflects

ke Y

mean dlfferences 1n schooling has declined, substantlally so at those youngest

ages. at which these dlfferences in education have nearly disappeared (see

i

Table 5). Finally, the percentage of the rac1al difference in occupatlonal

’
3

status which s1gn1f1es discrimination has remained constant or-is émaller

‘ at each age in 1973. ‘Targest declines in both absolute and percentage terms

are thed for ages 45—64, although the absolute decline in dlscrlmlnatlon,

is largest at ages 25-34, this group shows little change in the relative

21
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-2.29, or the decline in the gap attributable to changing processes of status

<

)
’

size of the residual component between 1962 and 1973. Despite the decline
in the contribution of disgrimination to the size of the racial gap over

the decade in age—constant comparisons, for total men aged 25-64 in the ECLF

\ -
the relative force of discrimination has increased from‘26% to 35%. This

discrepancy between age-specific and total compapisops of the changing role

"
\ [}

of discrimination most likely reflects changes’ in the age-race composition

of the ECLF between the two surveys. ’ .

. Last, what portion of the‘aecllnlng racial gap in occupat:onal status,
L fk ~

seen most clzarly among men in their early work careers, is assoc1ated

with changing differentjals in family socioeconomic statuses and schooling?

IS . SR
What portton represents "true" change in socioeconomic stratification?

Table lQ'pfovides the analysis of these qu:stions. - We have used the age-
. . . . . TN
'

~F .
specific white 1973 regressions in Tables € and 7 as the standard. Into

these equations,‘&e have inserted the changes in the racial mean differ- -
ences over the decade, as found in Table 3 (for patexnal occupation) and

/ %

as calculated. from Table 5 (for other family factc.s and education). To,
—— I | i
interpret Table 10, we observe that the racial gap in occupational status
- ;;

for ages 25-64 has shrunk 4.66 points over the decade (this fi@ure is also

‘ -
found in Table 3). Taking only changes in. dlfferentlals on family factorsg

into account, we estimate the yap would have increased about one unit «n-the -

“

SEI scale (0.95); but net of these'changes, we note a decline in the gap by,

3.32 points owing to shifts in schooling differentials. The difference be-

tween these et gmounts\aﬁa"bhe observed total change of -4.66 SEI points is %ﬁ

~ ’

allocation (stnatification) for both races. With the .exception of men in the

ages 25-34, change in the relative educational attainments of the races is

, | 2o | o .




by itself sufficiently great to account for the closing socioeconomic gap . Lt

in black and white occupational achievements. Among men aged 35-44, for

’ .

example, a decline of 5.39 points is expected as a result of changing differ-

entials in schoollng, which is larger than the observed decllne of 4.49 SEI
. .

points. For the youngest workers aged 25 34 the hoteworthy Shlft toward

greater educational equality also accounts for a large part of the declining e
t .

. K} . " ’ ¢ J‘N
occupational difference; but while the component of this difference which

- * -

. reflects educational change is substantial (5.15 SEI points), it is smaller
than the very large netwéEcline in the occupational gap-(8.43 points) &t

these ages. . . ”

- »

. P “ ~

- ‘ *
R . If changes in the educational compositions of the races are major sources

of narrowing occupatlonal status dlfferences, the changlng compos1tlons of
& - D

family factors are sources for a limitation of these declines. At all ages,
the relative .gains of whites in family contexts more favorable to socioeconomic

4 -

advancement offset, to a modest degree, the declines in occupational differences

©

w EY

-~ which stem from education. N ‘ *

. It is among the-youngest workers, aged 25-34, that compositional changes

L I
»

in both family and schooling are least able to account for declining raclal
gaps in occupational status. Obversely, changes in processes of status alloca-

tion gnd intergeneration transmission,for black and white workers in their
) . - -

o S

. early careers are reflected clearly in these declines among young men in the

ECLF. -Interestingly, these notable changes in_the stratification of the :

" ?

races are accompanled by large declines in the SEI gap itself, 51gn1fy1ng

.
" that changes both in level of attainment and in the processes of sociceconomic .

' 4 .
2 N

stratification have peen most demonstrable among ybung workers.

oot
e o e T

Summary, Interpretations, and Speculaiions ‘ -

In the decade between 1962 and 1973 both white and black males in the

>

experienced civilian labor force enjoyed a general rise in average socioeconomic,
> »

B - .
~ -

status associated with their occupations. Among vhites, these gains were

- -
' »

R\f: concentrated in the.middle years of the work career, whlle ; .

':341 . . - . ,$ S FRA
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young blacks in the early career experienced the largest improvements:~
..\ *

Relative to whites,..black workecs in 1973 had gained

A ~ & : h

ground, closing the socioeconomic status gap by abdﬂ: 22 percent, with

in average status.

greater equality of attainments among men agéd 25-34, Still, socioeconomic

\

<

"statuses Of ﬁlacks in 1973 fell below the averége attainments of whites * .

at every age. in 1962. ' .

- - .y

During the same period, the socioeconomic circumstances of black and’
L K3 i

white families of origin improved, as did levels of schooling, ,setting
A3
more favorable environments for the social promotion of cohorts in the

1]
. w

, 1973 study. These more favorable-conditigngrfor achievement do not account

fhlly for intercohqrt shifts in occupational status for either race, in-

dicating that real change-in the process ¢f stratification--of status

allocation between generation--has occurred.
Change in the process of stxatification has followed different patterns

for blacks than for whites. Rearing in farm families xepresents less of.

< »

an 6ccupétiona; handitap for both ¥aces in 1973 than in 1962, and the socio-

economic status “returns" to educational achievement for men of equivalenf
social backgfounds are greater in the '70s than in the last decade. The,

enlérged value of each additional yedr of schooling is more notiqeable‘améng

] -

blacks than whites and among the youngest workers. “aken as a.block,
. R . s .

family factors play a somewhat less substantial role in the occupational
. . . - .
attainments of whites than in 1962, and the relative importance of education

(vis—é—vis the.family). has increased. HowevVer, the occupational achieve- -

.

‘ments of whites in 1973 are less constrained by socioeconomic background

: N\ .

and schooling than in the earlier period. Thus, the process ' of qccupdpiopal

-
»

meritocratic dand perhaps more random (with

‘ N .
stratification has become more
SN ’ -

» »

~re5pect to the family and schooling) for whites. Schooling réhaips as

v

£

“.‘. . ' . 25
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- the Single most important element of status a110cation, and indeed the 9

>

valug’of each additaonal year- of eduCation hag increased, even if only

P "slightly, for whites. At the same time, whites completing each grade

are un{%le to convert tnis resource into occupational statuses at the

* =

same level as men in 1962. Therefore, downward shifts in education-specific

. ¥

o occupational attainments have occurred.since 1962, even as the socioeconomic

-differentialé between educatiocnal levels have risen by about 25%.

. e <7 '
1f the process of stratification' has become somewhat more random for

¢ whites-over the aecade, it has grown more deterministtc for black men in
- the ECLF, as both socioeconomic background and especially schooling are
‘5 . . v e

more tightly linked to occupational statuses. Families and schools

LY

apparently have begun to function in the socioeconomic life cycles of
s X

blacks as they did for whites over a decdﬁg aég. Greatest racial similar- -
. Y N o

-

ities in status allocation appear ‘among workers in the early careers, the

same growp for whom the racial gap in occupational socioeconomic status

has shrunk the most since 1962. . Over the decade, increases in the value
re

o

of each additional year of education have been'large for blacks--nearly 50%

.

ya " higher, but these gains have not eiiminated the raCial differenceé in-:"returns"

to schodling. However, blacks have not experienced the downwaxa shift in

. - education-specific occupational status that whites have undergone.'
. . N

Wwhile the racial gap in mean socioecénomic “status has declined and

3 . » 4 . ‘ -
whiie similarities in_the:process of status allocation for yoyng men of bothk*
. B , ’ i
races are greater, blacks still experience occupational discriminatiLn.\ -
R . L A N

There has been little change singe l9§3'in the persent of the racial gap

-

* which we have designated as disorimination.. Changes in educational differ-
' ’

’

h ] entials account for a significant portion of-the declining gap at all ages. ) R

- ¢

But it is among workers in their early careers that such compositional

- ! . ’ LN

(@ sources are least able to account for the Ezigowing {(notable at ages 25-34) ,

ERIC : T B | S -

u




N\

of thexiegh socioeconomic Iewels of the raccs. Among these young workers, ,
. * . : \ ]
-~ ] / - A

[
change in the prdcess of strat%flcatlon itself, tGﬂctner with the near

>

A hd N

dlsappearance of racial differences in educatlon, ccxbine t0~reduce

Ve . - T~
e‘the occupational status/g&ffeféQtlals between whitec and, biacks.

- [
CRY

What dg/these various trends and changes s1gn1fy for xacial or ethnic

. N <3
e <L, E .

relations in* the U.S.? Unfortunately, thete isSné simple answer. Even .

t : N .

with respect to the limited isSue of the "structéral integration" (Hechter, )

[y
A

1971) of blacks into tge economy, the data are equivocal. . On the one hand,
. 9

the process of 1nterqeneratlonal stratlfleftlon of the races asﬁears to be

moving toward equality, as ypunger,worﬁers seem "to. be’ experiencing qg;te
% (AN « - N LI

L
v * N N -

. . . . 3 . 3 3 -.- 3 LA .
similat allocation from socioeconomic origins to schooling and then into

LY P

-

. L . '.. .
the occqpational-hierarchy. pDifferentials in process and lexei of occupa- .

. K '- -~ ° .
.

tional attainment persist, even among the young, but gaps have declined &dnd |
N . £ »

'
-

lnequallty of opportunity has diminished. Black families seem increasingly

«

able to transfer their SOC‘Ong;OmlC stdtuses to sofis as a means of estab-~
lishing a seml-permeable £loor on whlqﬂ/the Lgdder to upward mob111ty -
rests (and which impedes but &6es not prevent ‘dowrward mop@llty). :;ut
ahother way, economic.dlasses asz more visible.amoﬁg the black pppulatioﬂ

now than a decade ago. In additién, young black men have achieved near '~

equality of schooling.when compared to whites, and relative to conditiong}h
- -~

a%

for blacks over a déE%ge ago, increments to regular or formal education
gfoviae even better (socioeconomically) jobs at each level of schooling T,
and for each additional year completed. ’ .

On the other hand, differentials in vreturns" to educationtand family

L) . . ® . -
"resources" remain, as do gapg in average occupational status,. especially

among older men. Discrimination in the labor market, although perhaps ' ffs/

’ »

-

-
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smaller in absolute size, is not significantly less a$ a proportion of

N ’

-, P . .
thestotal gap in occupational status than a decade ago. In addition, a more

’ : d ;
tavorable socioeconomic position relative,to whites has not led auto-

-
hd *

matically to lesser Aiscrimination against blacks in other components of

. G

life style and quality, as in the instance of the intransigence of -
. - °{ segregaéed‘housing.' And,ﬁeven as young blacks in‘the civilian labor force

. ?
‘ £

et hafé gained ,ground onp their white age peers, the likelihood of a young
blaqk belngwfﬁ thé labor fbrce of 1973 was less than in 1962. In sum, the

-

. ev1dence fof‘txpnd in structural 1ntegrat10n of the races is mixed. It

- s
@ B “

’ confounds:the always problematic associations among culgural, structural,
. * and polifféai integration (Heahter, 1971) and mg%es predictions about
S e e 7 Z . -0 . ’
NI X 4 ’ 4 -~
v # _ change in racial relationhs impossible. ’
¥ . Y -

_éurelj racial stratification and inequality persist, even in these ,
; -, " P % M ’ - v

"posﬁ—industria%"‘United States. As they do, however, trends in strat-

. < ey

, . .
ification of the races reveal evidence for increased economic ."rationality"

.

_K:i:h blaées constraints on the gffectivé abilities‘of the white majority
- . . " . v I - -
t ontrol the socioeconomic well-being of the black minority, or, to

L . . x -
’ » R

institutionalize the existing stratification system. Proponents of the

-
-

theéiéfbf %Aduscrialisﬁ (cf. Treiman (1970) for an oQ;rview);—that social
. change in the-Unitéd States dccugs‘primarilyjthrougﬁ industrial trans-

. . LS . ‘ . " -

formation and qgélution——might Qg heqrtenéd by the Himinished'}ole of

family factors as éducat}on becories moré effeEtive in allocating menito
i . ' . - . ‘—

< .occupational‘position%;in the socioeconomic hierarchy. In that sense,

H
[ ! - 3
. stratification has grown more universalistic. The process is more rational,

+ for example, as it respShds to larger’cohérts of highly educated whites . _j
’ 1

[ ] N
by raising the educational prerequisites for each occupation (cf. Smelser




=-pd Lipset, 1966; Thurow and Lucas, 1972). Educational upgféding of the

\ occupational hierarchy in the last decadé, consistent with the View’of‘

\ -
\

' rampant ctedentialism (e.g. Berg, 1970), at the same time is compatible

\
with the contention that economic change since 1962 has increased the

. , R’
premium for higher productivity. This takes the form of greater occu-

.

patignal and earnings differences among persons at each educational level

P ®

. than a decade earlier, as for example, those with higher education are
.c recruited into growth industries, especially in the tertiary sector (see
Bell, 1973: Chapter 3). . . .

Blacks have shared in these putativ e transformations of the economy

- -

and in the process of socioeconomic stratification. Proportionately less
of the variance we can explain in occupational attainment reflects ascribed

(familyi factors, as educational achievements of blacks in 1973 become

’ .

- >
more important in status allocation than a decade earlier. Increasing mean

levels of schooling bave not raised the educational prerequisites for

li/

a

occugétions for blacks as they have for whites: black men were able, to

<

obtain highe:s status jobs at each -educational level in 1973 than they could

in 1962. Presumably, the demand for well-educated blacks exceeds the

supply. At the same time, each increment of schooling brought greater v
i : - L . .
"returns" than a decade ago. Blacks have become more internally differentiated
- by acupation, creating more distinctive economic strata within the race, - =

with education serving as an effective mechanism allocating persons to jobs.

The converging educational achievements of the races, particularly at

the youngcst ages, have provided a major impetus to the decline in occu-
pational inequality between black and white men. Among older workers,

smaller mean differences in occupational status reflect, in the main,

change in the process of stratification itself (versus compositional ‘ }
i

<9
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~
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>

changes) over the decade. Thus, greater access to higher education for
- o . 4 T~ R r
young blacks and rising mean education levels have accomplished both a

reduction of educational inequality and occupational inequéiit§ between
the races. - These shifts run counter to the prraictions of Boudon (1974),

’

as 3dccs the observation that within-race declines in educational inequaliﬁy

in the U.S. .(Hauser and Featherman, 1975) are coincident (a) with stable

occupational inequality among whites but increasing inequality among

¢
:

blacks, and (b) with changes in the processes of intergenerational. strat-
ification (or mobility) for both races (see Hauser, forthu;ming for a fuller

critique of the Boudon formulation). -

In all of these various shifts and changes, we find little support

for a theory of ethnic relations so simple as the following characterization:

"Phe uneven wave of industrialization over territorial spacé
creates relatively advanced-and less advanced groups, and therefore
acute cleavages of interest arise between these groups. As a
consequence of ‘this initial fortuitous advantage, there is a
crystallizat;on of ‘the unequal distribution of resources and

power between the two\groups."

"The &upercrdinate group, now ensconced as the core, seeks to
stabilize and monopolize its advantages through policies aiming

at the institutionalization of the existing stratification system.
Ultimately it seeks to regulate the allocation of social roles
such that those roles commonly defined as having high status are
reserved for its members. Conversely, individuals from the less
advanced group are denied access to these roles. This differ-
ential distribution of roles and assets may be enforced de jure,
when the individual frum the disadvantaged group is denied certain
roles by the active intervention of the state. This may be termed ~
the racist solution to the maintenance of the stratification
system. Or it may be preserved de facto, throiugh policies pro-
viding differential access to status-confirming institutions,

such as the educational, military, or ecclesiastical systems. Thi
solution has recently been termed institutional racism. Both
pollc1es s ensure that the character of the stratification system is
unchanged." (Hechter, 1971:42)

Whatever the source of ascendancy of whites over blacks, whatever the-

-

. Y
basis of current inequities in economic power, whites have not been able
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to monopolize,thé advantages of sdcioeconomic change since 1962. Strat-

ification of the black population between generations is beginning to follow |
. . -

a pattern of relationships which tends to characterize majority populations

in many industrialized nations. (see Featherman, Jones, and ﬁauser, forth-
, . © \ . = .
coming, for a treatment of these commonalities). . Meanwhile, white families

*

have not effectively insulated their offspring from the occupational con-

‘A ¢

~

séquences of a burgeoning supply of highly educated workers. As parents

L

of higher socioeconomic means are less able to guarantee the educaticndl
attainments of their offspring (Hauser and_Featherman, 1975), and as family
factors are less functional in the occupational aklocation of whites,

3

the efficacy of both race and class é! sources of status ineqguality declines.

-




FOOTNOTES

"
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-

1. . . el e s
In assessing shifts between the OCG surveys, it is important to

remember that the civilian noninstitutiona& population ‘of 1973 overed a
L7 - .
larger percentage of (especially younger) cohorts in thefages 25-64 than
. ¢
was covered in 1962. Better coveragc stems, in the maln, from a smaller

armed Forces. For example, coverage of the ages 25-34 1n ‘the 1962 0CG
was 91.5%; in 1973, 94.5% of the ages' 25-34 were covered in the OCG sample

under analysis. The bearing of more extensive coverage via a less extensive

Axrmed Forces on our comparlsons is difficult to assess, as the effects are
apt to differ for'phe races. Moreover, our focus on the ECLF compounds
the. issue, inasmuch ;s young black men, ages 25-34, were less liKely to

be in t@erlabor force of 1973 than same;aged men in 1962. In that gense,
too, the racialﬁpopulatiéns covered py'the 1973 study are somewhat giffer—

ent from those covered in the 1962 study, especially at the youngest ages.

2Inasm(xch as nearly half of the black respondents to the 1973 Survey
were interviewed personally (and all of the 1962 data were elicited by
self-enumeration), one might suspect the comparison of “the two surveys,
especially with regard to pagernal occupation. Whether the q&ality of
the 1973 interview and 1973 self-enumer;tion data is the same is as yet
unanalyzed. We plan to rerun the 1973 black data, stripped of the supple-

mentary (interview) cases to see if these and other results are reproduced.

3Father's (head's) occupation about son's age sixteen, indexed by the
Duncan SEI, is the replicaie item indicating the occupational socioeconomic
status of the family unit during (most of) the rearing of the respondent--
particulaély that time at which educational and career plans were being
formalized. There is no replicate item for maternal SEI, except when the

mother was the head of the family.

4Patérnal education is scaled in years completed according to the
following recode of élass intervals: No school, 0.0 vears; elementary (1l-4),
3.3 years; elementary (5-7), 6.3 years; elementary (8), 8.0 years; high
school (1-3), 13.8; éollege (4), 16.0; college (5 or more), 18.0. Number
of siblings is the  sum of brothers and sisters (not couﬁting respondent) .

) ' 32
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b
Farm origins is a dichotomy, with a score of zero indicting that respdndent's

father had an occupation as a farmer, farm manager, farm }aborer, or farm
foreman. Broken family is a dichotomy, with zero indicting that respondent
was not living with both parents (however, respondent defined the situation)
most of the time up to age 16. Respondent's educaticn is in §ingle yeafé,

v

as reported to the CPS. T CyT, -

¢
L .

5 . . . . o

The rise in the error Qr estimate, especially for blacks, signifies
greater inequality of occupational status within bétegories of family socio-
ecanomic statuses in 1973 as compared to 1962. Inasmuch as racial differ-

.

entials in within-class (family).variance have aiminisﬁed largely because
‘of chagges in the black error estimate, we might regard this as a sign of |
some .note. Coupléd with rising R2 val&es for the black equations of 1962

and 1973, these data imply that occupational inequalities within and between
family categories have'increased rathef strikingly for blacks.. Such condi-
tions are indicative of more viabhle socioeconomic strata or 6iasses than

existed for blacks in the earlier period.

6As within-family and -scheol variation in socioeconomic statvs has
increased for.blacks since 1962, the extent to which achievement is re-
stqicted by these factors has declined. That is, black occupational
attainments are less determinate than a decadeqago, when occupational options

<

were attenuated.

7 , . . : " .
Within these categorics of family and schooling, however, occupational
achievement is less determinate in 1973'£han in 1962, ~ven as in both years

achievement is more determinate for blacgs than whit .;. See footnote 6.

¥

8Competi‘hg explanations of these treﬁds in terms of productivity vs.
credeqtialism effetts are difficult if ﬁst impossible to-adjudge. We do
note tﬁat the predictive power (in Rz) of the family«plus—ecxcatidn equation
is less in 1973 than in 1962 for whites. In addition, occlipational inequality
within categories of family and education have hardly changed for whites. -
Had credentialism grown as a tendency over the period, we might have
expected (lbetween-education variation to increase (it did) and (2)

within-education variation to decrease (it did not). Were productivity

‘ : . 33
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relationships at work, we might expect both within- and between-variation
to rise, as both education and other skill-related (bué not measured by
formal schooling) characteristics become more closely associated with
occupational differences. The same line of argument %eads to an expecta-
4 tion that on-the-job traininé aﬁd other skills become more central in
e;rnings differentials within jobs. While we report on these anslyses
elsewhere (Featherman and Hausef, 1975b), we f£ind that male earnings are
les; determined by family, schooling and occupation level in 1973 than in
1962 (controlling also for weeks worked), even as +he (constant) dollar
. returns to each year of schooling\have increased in the period. While
_somewhat equivocal in meaniné, these data are not_inconsistent with the

view that productivity relationships, not credentialism, were the major

t

force behind the rising returns to schooling since 1962.
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. : TABLE 2

Means and mnmﬁ@mﬂm Deviations of Occupational Status Variables Black Men Aged 25-64 :n the Experienced
Civilian Labor Force, March 1962 and March 1973

w
~

1962 1973 - Arithmetic Change
Standard Coeff. of Standard Coeff. of Coeff. of
o . B Means Deviation 'Variation Means Deviation Variation Means Variation
) Total, aged 25-64 ” s ,
“Father's Occupation 16.15 - 12:88 .798 15.95 13.72 -860 -0.20 .062
Current Occupation 17.77 15.16 .853 3 25.76 20.44 .793 7.99 -.060
Aged 25-34 ’ < . )
\\\ Father's Occupation 17.36 15.34 .884 17.66 15.61 .884 0.30 .000 )
Current Occupation - 18.30 16.34 .893 29.10 21.74 747 10.80 - -.146
Aged 35-44
Father's Occupation 14.79 11.26 _ .761 16.32 14.20 .870 1.53 .109
Current Occupation 19.24 16.05 .834 27.66 21.34 772 8.42 -.062
. Aged 45-54 : ! -,
Father's Occupation » 16.24 11.58 .713 14.39 11.90 .827 -1.85 114
Current Occupation 17.19 13.85 .806 23.43 18.66 .796 6.24 -.010
Aged 55-64 . )
Father's Occupation 16.36 12.55 .767 - - 14.06 10.35 .736 -2.30 -.031
Current Occupation 14.94 12.70 .850 - 18.72 16.06 .858 3.78 .008
- N . G
. . ™
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TABLE 3 ‘ ' . ;

» v

W I .

- -

| Racial Differences in Average Occupational Statuses and in Socioeconomic <mHHmn.u..oss Men Aged 25-64
ﬂ in the Experienced Civilian Labor Force, March 1962 and March 1973

4

1962 . 1973 - Arithmetic Change
Standard Coeff. of Standard Coeff. of . Y Coeff. of
’ « Means Deviation Variation . Means ® Deviation Variation Means Variation

Total, aged 25-64

. Father's Occupation 11.94°2 8.392 | -10412 14.20 8.85 -.111 2.26 -.070
Current Occupation 21.48 9.28 -.230 16.82 4.78 -.201 -4.66 .029

Aged 25-34 / ,
' Father's Occupation 132.00 6.41 -.168 16.30 8.32 -.179 3.30 -.011 N
Current Occupation 22.07 8.62 -.275 13.64 3.21 -.163 ~-8.43 112 .

Aged 35-44
- u-‘
- Father's Occupation 13.94 10.52 - =.003 13.81 8.22 =-.126" -0.13 -.123
. Current Occupation . 21.42 8.66 - -.226 16.93 4.11 -.201 -4 .49 .025

Aged 45-54
Father's Occupation 10.32 . 8.87" .057 . 13.62 9.51 . -.063 3.30 -.012
Current Occupation 20.92 9.72 -.188 19.70 6.61 -.210 -1.22. -.022
Aged 55-64 . . ,
Father's Occupation 9.50 - ° 7.89 .023 12.46{ . 10.57 .053 2.96 .030
Current Occupation 21,95 11.53 -.193 19.91 8.82 -.214 -2.04  -.021

3.
*

a cas . .o . - . . . c o .
Positive difference -indicates higher white value and conversely a negative difference indicates higher
black value. * . -

.

Source:

Tables 1 and 2.

~
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TABLE 4

Average Intergeneration Occupational Status Mobility, Men Aged 25-64 ln the
Experienced Civilian Labor Force, by Color, March 1962 and March 1973

!

Type of Mobility - = 1962 1973
. Nonblack. 'Black Nonblack Black

©

-
.

Total, aged 25-64

Father-current occupation 11.16 l.62 12.43 9.81
’ Aged 25-34

Father-currént occupation 10.01 .94 8.78 11.44
) ‘ Aged 35-44

Father-current occupation 11.92 4.45 14.46 11.34

Aged 45-54

Father-current occupation 11.55 .95 15.12 9.04
L Aged 55-64 :
Father-current occupation 11.03 -1.42 12.11 4.66
il
o

Source: Tables 1 and 2.
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TABLE 5
- .Means and Standard Deviations of Family Background and Education Variables, Men Aged
/ 25-64 in the Experienced Civilian Labor Force, by Race, ip March 1962 and March 1973
‘ Nonblack Black -
! 1962 1973 Change 1962 1973 Change
Total, aged 25-64 . . o .
: Father's z2ducation 7.99 8.59 . 0.60 5.95 . 6.54 0.59
: . (3.90) (4.01) * (0.11) (3.82)7  (3.86) (0.04)
Siblings ° 4.10 3.66 -0.44 5.15 5.10 -0:05
) ) (2.73) . (2.64)  (-0.09) (3.00) (2.96)  (-0.04)
e Farm origin ' 0.29 0.23 -0.06 ° . 0.49 0.40 -0.09
‘ . (0,46) ~ (0.42)  (-0.04)>" . (0.50) (0.49)  (~0.01)
. " Broken family 0.13 0.15 0.00 0.32 0.33 0.01
) v © (0.36) (0.35)  (-0.01) « (0.47) (0.47) (0.00)
Education 10.96 - 12.01 1.05 7.94 10.02 2.08 .
. ¢ " (3.43) - (3.16)  (-0.27) (4.02) (3.54) , (-0.48)
Aged 25-34 . . .
‘ Father's education 8.73 ©9.89 l.1l6 7.06 7.64 0.58
/ . (3.72) (3.87) (0.15) _ (3.85) (3.71) (0.06)
’ Siblings 3.59 3.18 -0.41 4.92 5.07 0.15
o F . . (2.66) (2.42) (-0.24) (3.13) (2.94) (-0.19)
Farm origin ¢.21 0.14 -0.07 °0.36 0.26 -0.10
‘ . (0.41) (0.35) (-0.06) (0.48) (0.:44) (-0.04)
Broken family 0.15 0.13 ! =0.02 ’ 0.27 0.32 0.05 -
’ (0. 36) (0.34) © (-0.02) (0.44) (0.47) (0.03)
" Education ) 11.90 <12.74 0.84. \ 9.59 11.59, 2.00
(3.11) (2.77) (-0.34) (3.21) (2.58) _ (-0.63)
Aged 35-44 _
Father's education 7.99 ° 8.53 0.54 6.09 6.75 0.66
(3.92) (3.89) (~0.Q3) (3.57) - (3.63). (0.06)
Siblings : 3.96 3.59 ~0.37 . 4.95 4.99 *0.04
: . (2.70) (2.67) (-0.03) . (3.02) (3.01) (-0.01)
Farm.origin 0.28 0.22 -0.06 0.47 0.36 -G.1l
(0.45) * (0.42)  (~0.,03) (0.50) (0.48) (-0.02)
Broken family 0.15 0.15 0.00 7 0.33 0.34 0.01
: ‘ (0.36) (0.35)  (-0.01) . (0.47) (0.47) (0:00)
Education 11.33 12.24 0.91 8.25 10.40 2.15
v (3.29) (3.20) (~0.09) (4.12) (3.23) (-0.89).
Aged 45-54 - . )
" . TFather's education 7.55 7.87  + 0.32 5.69 5.69 0.00
. ) (3.92) (3.90)  (-0.02) (3.87) (2.92) (0.05)"
. Siblings 4.36 3.86 -0.50 5.48 5.10 -0.38
(2.72) (2.69)  (~0.03)’ (2.82) (2.91) 7 (0.09)
Farm origin : 0.32 0.27 -0.05 39. o.57 0.50 -0.07
) (0.47) (0.45)  (+0.02) (0.50) (0.50) (0.00)
Broken family 0.16 0.16 0.00 . 0.36 0.32 -0.04
(0.37) ™ (0.36) (~-0.01) (0.48) (0.47) (-0.01)
Education 10.50 . 11.70 1.20 . . 7.27 8.96 1.69

’ (3.38) (3.17) (-0.21) (3.96) (3.69) (-0.27)
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——— TABLE 5 (continued)
i NO;EESSE“N“‘~1~\SL . Black
' 1962 1973 Change " 1962 1973 Change
Aged 55-64 L i
Father's education 7.40 7.3\ -0.09 ' . 4.00 4.94 0.94
(3.92) (3.91) . (-0.01) - (3.73) (3.55)  (-0.18)

Siblings ' 4,72 4.30 -0.42 5.42 5.32 -0.10

(2.75)  (2.72) . (-0.03) * _  (2.98) _ (3.01) (Q.03)
Farm origin - 0.39 ,0.34 -0.05 0.61 0.59 -0.02

. (0.49)  (0.47)  (%0.02) * , .(0.49)  (0.49)  (0.00) ~
- Broken ‘family 0.15 0.15 0.00 . - 0.32 0.32 0.00
. (0.36)  (0.36) * (0.00) (0.47) (0.47) (0.00)

Education 9.61 10.85 1.24 - 5.43 7.62 2.1%

* ) (3.63) (3.35) (-0.28) (3.75) (3.80) -+ (0.05)

‘. \ . . .
[} 'ﬁ

8standard deviation in parenthesis.

~—
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. © ,TABLE 6 (cont.d)
- » ‘
Independent Variables A\
Population Father's Father's . Farm Broken \y/ ) Error of
P ' Occupation Eduycatidn ‘Siblings Origin Family "\ R Constant Estimate
. 1973 - ”
Total, aged- -25-64 B ~ )
Nonblack . -249 ¢ .866 -1.266 -4.789 -2.472 .181 . 33.76 22.83
| (.010) (.056) (.077) (.494) (.533) . .
. Black .200 1.062 -.513 -5.009 -1.946 " ) .138 20.87 19.01 .
| (.043) ,. (.160) (.188) (1.198) (1.148)
| Aged 25-34 ‘ ) T ‘
W Nonblack .232 1.020 T =1.454 -1.616 -2.711 .175 29.98 22.68
. i (.018) . (.108) (.148) . . (1.043) =+~ (l.001) R ’
| . Black .246 1.180° -.930 -3.861 + =1.303 "~ 167 - 21.87 19.97
, { (.070) .. (.340) (.344) (2.395) - (2.095) T
Aged 35-44 v h © 7 : e
Nonblack .232 1.030 -1.379 -5.882 -3.078 ' .196 ', 35.51 22.83
| . (.020) - (4112) (.149) (.988) (1.048) coo.
ﬂ Black 177 , .918 -.526 -4.764 -2.621 - .099 0&. 23.84 20.40
, ’ - (.088) (.361) (.389) (2.522) (2.388) . e ’ '
o S . .
| Aged 45-54 C -
£ Nonblack .260 .965 -1.162 -4.924 -3.172 .182 34,58 .  22.87
¢ — . . (.o21) . (.111) (.147) © (.918) (1.017) o . ’
Black - J162 .732 -.197 -4.031 <3.113 .081 °  “2b.98 18.03
) - (.092) (.288) (.367) (2.227) (2.210) i ’ Co, *
« o N N " »
Aged 55-64 . »
| ZODUHNOW .270 .883 -1.053 -7.691 -.631 .199 32.26 o 22.29
. (.026) (.130) L.172) (1.054) (1.236) v
.Black . .092 .979 -.144 -4, 349 .396 .132 16.95, 15.16
- 3 * (-111) _(.332) . (.386)° (2.429) (2.409)
T wwmmmoxwamnm standard error in wwmmﬂﬁrmmwm. -
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TABLE 7 (cont.d)

|

“Independent Variables

Population . mmﬂrmﬁum Father's . MmHE, Broken 5 ' Error of
Occupation Edugation Siblings Origin Family Education R Constant Estimate
' 1973
Total, aged 25-64 -
Nonblack .153 -.112 -.284 -1.399 .848 4.258 .377  -10.98 19.91
‘ (.009) (.051) (.068) (.433) (.467) (.062)
Black .164 *.293 -.322 .~ $.286 , -.382 2.666  .297 -3.623 17.18
(.039) (.151) (.170) (1.118) (1.042) (.156)
Aged 25-34
Nonblack .135 ~-.052 - -.318 -1.566 .184 4.897  .384 -22.53 19.60
(.015) (.097) (.131) (.901) (.868) (.124)
Black .151 .623 -.620 .213 -.756 3.827  .332 -19.34 17.90 -
"(.063) (.278) .310) (2.182) (1.878) (.372)
Aged 35-44 . M ) . :
Nonblack .122 . 055 -.277 -2.877 . 204 4.300 .412 -12.18 19.52
(.018) (.100) (.131) {.849) . (.118) (.900)
. Black .144 .100 -.149 -.089 .328 3.487  .323 -10.97 17.71
’ (.076) (.323) (.339)  (2.2349) (2.092) (.332)
Aged 45-54 :
Nonblack .161 .028 "-.359 -.903 .664 4.183  .378 -9.04 19.94
, (.019) (.100) (.130) (.808) (.893) (.119) .
N Black v1le . 001 Y040 -.294 -1.527 2.406  .252 Ueno 16.29
) (.084) (.274) (.333)  (2.060)  (2.005) (.282)
Aged 55-64 ]
Nonblack .170 .067 -.261 ~3.832 2.109 3.601  .365 -3.34 19.84
(.024) (.120) (.156) (.951) (1.105) (.140)
Black .076 .535 -.060 -3.774 1.367 1.506  .235 5.62 14.26
(.105) (.325) (.364) (2.342) (2.275) (.299)

mwwwﬂoxwamﬁm standard error in parenthesis.

~

N

-

O

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




%

Components of Intercohort Change in Occupational Socioeconomic Status,

| TABLE 8

-
~

Men Aged 25-64 in the Experienced Civilian Labor Force, by

Color, March 1962 and March 1973

S

Age and Components Black Nonblack
Total, aged 25-64 :
Family factors® 1.06 (13%) 1.86 (56%)
Education 4.68 (59%) 3.07 (92%)
Residual 2.25 (28%) "-1.60(-48%)
" Intercohort change 7.99(100%) 3.33(100%)
Aged 25-34
Family factors 0.78 (7%) 2.78(117%)
Education 7.12 (66%) 2.01 (85%)
Residual - * 2,90 (27%) _=2.42(-102%)
Intercohort change +10.80(100%) 2.37(100%) .
Aged 35-44
Family factors 1.32 (1l6%) 1.75 (45%)
~" Education 6.48 (77%) 4.23(108%)
Residual 0.62 (7%) -2.05(-52%)
- Intercohort change 8.42(100%) 3.93(100%)
Aged 45-54 ~
Family-factors 0.15 (2%) 1.58 (31%)
Education - 3.74 (60%) 3.93 (78%)
Residual ‘ 2.35 (38%) ~ "=0.49(~10%)
Intercohort change 6.24(100%) 5.02(100%)
Aged 55-64
Family factors 0.88 (23%) 0.92 (53%)
Education 2.85 (75%) 3.95(228%)
Residual . 0.05 (1%) -3.14(~-180%)
Intercohort change 3.78(100%) 1.74(100%)

Includes paternal (head's) occupational status and education, number
of siblings, farm origins, and broken family.

Source: Tables 1, 2,

5, 6 and 7. o
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i ' TABLE 9

«

Components of Racial Socioeconomic Differences, Men Aged 25-64 in the
Experienced Civilian Labor Force, by Age, March 1962 and
March 1973

v

Age and Components 1962 ) 1973

Total, aged 25-64

//;///// ‘Family factprsa 8.04 (37%) 8.37 (50%)‘ -

Education : 7.90 (37%) 2.55 (15%) .
Residual 5.54 (26%) 5.90 (35%) ° .
Racial diéference 21.48 (100%) 16.82 (100%) , .
]
Aged 25-34 )
Family factors 8.44 (38%) 9.53 (70%)
i - Education 5.06 (23%) -1.04 (-8%)
Residual - 8.57 (39%)" 5.15 (38%)
Racial difference 22.07 (100%) 13.64 (100%)
Aged 35-44
Family factors 8.70 (41%) 8.39 (50%)
Education 6.85 (32%) 4.39 (26%)
Residual 5.87 (27%) 4.15 (24%)
2 Racial difference ' 21.42 (100%) i -16.93 (100%) -
Aged 45-54 ‘
Family factors . 7.03 (34%)° 8.72 (44%)
Education 6.58 (31%) 5.88 (30%)
Residual 7.31 (35%) 5.10 (26%) ,
Racial difference 20.92 (100%) . 19.70 (lo0%) ’ .
Aged 55-64
Family factors 8.14 (37%) 8.55 (43%)
Education 4 7.74 (35%) 6.90 (35%)
R Residual 6.07 (28%) 4.46 (22%)
Racial difference 21.95 (100%) 19.91 (1l00%)

8Includes paternal (head's occupational status and education, number
of siblings, farm origins, and broken family.

Source: Tables 2, 5, 6 and 7.
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TABLE 10 _ T -

- -

Components of Change in Racial Diffefences in Occupational Status, Men
Agéd 25-64 in the -Experienced Civilian Labor Force, March 1962
’ ‘and March 1973

*

Age and Componentv

Total, aged 25-64

‘ Family factorsa .95
Education -3.32
Residual -2.29
. Net change -4.66
Aged 25-34 ) 3 -
Family factors - - Co2.31
! Education -5.15
Residual -5.59
Net change -8.43
:
Aged 35-44 |
family factors .15
Education - -5.39 3
Residual .75 .
Net: change ? - -4.49
\
Aged 45-54 ’
Family factors 1.08
B Education -1.46
Residual . -.84 -
Net change -1.22
Aged 55-64
. . Family factors .46
Education . . s -2.79
Residual, . .29
. Net change -2.04

Source: Tables 3, 5, 6 and 7.

81ncludes paternal (head's) occupational status and education,
number of siblings, farm origins, and broken family.
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